On re-reading the call in my Editorial in the last issue of ATLA, 1 for all those with a genuine commitment to good science in the service of both human welfare and animal welfare, to work together and tell the truth [about animal experimentation and alternatives], I wondered if I was being rather naïve and unduly idealistic, given the state of the World around us, as revealed every day by the news media. Then I thought, don't we need a lot more idealists -that is, individuals genuinely committed to creating a better world?
However, my confidence was short-lived, since, on consulting various dictionaries and the world-wide web, I found that idealism appears to be somewhat frowned-upon, being associated with adjectives such as fanciful, imaginary, impractical, ivory-tower, unattainable, romantic, starry-eyed and Utopian. 2 I even found advice on Tempering Idealism, in a section entitled Tools for Handling Control Issues, in a selfhelp website on Tools for Coping with Life's Stressors, which contains a wealth of advice by Dr James Medina and Dr Constance Medina. 3 One of their definitions of idealism is a "set of beliefs which, if adhered to too rigidly, often gets you into trouble with authority figures in your life, since you are apt to rebel against such authority if the system is 'not right' and not in accord with your ideals". That sums me up pretty well, I thought, as I decided not to follow any of the detailed advice given, as a means of mending my ways.
The converse of idealistic is realistic, which is associated with more-positive adjectives, such as practical, pragmatic, rational, sensible, sober, commonsense, genuine and truthful. 2 Thus, it seems that to be realistic is to be respectable. When I consulted Tools for Coping with Life's Stressors again, I found that realism is not viewed as a problem, but, in a section on Handling Feedback in Recovery, 4 is seen as a solution in terms of what "you can learn from the compliments, confrontation and criticism of others by using the following healthy responses". The 'healthy responses' outlined include acceptance, agreement, attentiveness, listening, openness and realism (here defined as "not denying a problem exists, the absence of false humility, facing things head on").
That all seems pretty reasonable to me, but it would perhaps be too idealistic to expect one's oppo-nents or hierarchical superiors to be realistic in that particular way.
By this time -probably like you, dear reader -I was beginning to wonder where all this was leading, and what it had to do with my aim of promoting the Three Rs concept as a way of dealing with the unavoidable scientific, political and ethical dilemmas which result from the over-reliance of medical research and testing on animal experimentation. At one level, the situation was crystal clear -there is a gulf between the over-realistic animal research libertarians and the over-idealistic antivivisectionists, which needs to be bridged, so that those with the necessary courage can walk toward each other, and meet somewhere in the middle of its span, for talks aimed at settling their differences.
There have been many attempts to create such bridges, and there has been a certain amount of progress (despite the efforts of the media, where confrontation and bitter argument tend to be considered more entertaining than understanding and agreement). So, what might be said to further encourage those who are prepared to enter and seek to cooperate in the middle ground between those who hold entrenched positions and are not willing "to agree to input from others, positive or negative, and to use their comments to help them to change" (a paraphrase of the acceptance seen as a 'healthy response' in Handling Feedback in Recovery 4 )?
Then I stumbled on a remarkable book, HARD HEADS, Soft Hearts: Tough-minded Economics for a Just Society, by Alan S. Blinder. 5 The famous 19th Century British economist, Alfred Marshall, had earlier coined the term "cool heads, warm hearts" as a basis for economic policy, and in his superb development of the concept for the latter part of the 20th Century, Blinder described how "sound economic policy needn't depend on soft heads and soft hearts (a defect of liberal policy makers) nor hard hearts and hard heads (a defect of conservative policy makers). It is possible to enact policies that are good for individuals and corporations, rich and poor. Sadly, it is not economic theory which is lacking, but political will." 6 HARD HEADS, Soft Hearts is very readable, even for those of us who are not economists, and presents "a passionate, rigorous defence of economics as a tool for advancing the common good". A Editorial Animal Experimentation and the Three Rs: The Need for Hard Heads and Soft Hearts and to Confront the Three "I"s great deal of it is as relevant as when it was written 20 years ago, and it contains much sound advice for those who are willing to join the debate on many other topics, without whom "the quacks would continue to dominate the pond". This includes discussions on Murphy's law of Economic Policy and how to break it. This "law" states that "Economists have the least influence on policy when they know the most and they are agreed; they have the most influence on policy where they know the least and disagree most vehemently". The adverse effects of this law are not confined to the world of economics! I cannot do justice to the value of Blinder's book in this short Editorial, but I can deal briefly with what he calls the Three "I"s, under which headings fall "the factors which conspire to produce the economic-policy mess", namely, ignorance, ideology, and interest groups.
Ignorance is discussed in terms of "complex reality versus T-shirt slogans". Knowledge, he says, is the unrelenting enemy of ignorance, and, in the long-run, deeper, more reliable, and more quantitative knowledge will contribute to better policy. To influence public-policy debates, knowledge must be made accessible to the body politic, and about this he says, among other things, "a higher calibre of journalism would help a great deal". Hear! Hear! Ideology, which can be defined as a body of ideas that are false or held for the wrong reasons, but are believed with such conviction as to be irrefutable, 2 is "a formidable foe of sound policy". Rigid ideological positions only rarely make sound contributions, yet "ideology dies hard, and over continents and centuries, it has proven itself to be remarkably resistant to both logic and fact".
The Third "I" refers to special interest versus the common good, which is, of course, particularly dangerous when it is linked to the other two "I"s.
There is much here that is relevant to our own world. Ignorance and ideology are all around us, and we cannot deny that we are all members of special interest groups of one kind another, be we scientists or administrators, manufacturers or retailers of pharmaceuticals, cosmetics or other products, lovers of animals, supporters of charities, or mere members of the general public.
Thus, one way of approaching my ideal, whereby all those with a genuine commitment to good science in the service of both human welfare and animal welfare, could work together and use our network to discover, and then to tell, the truth, 1 would be to recognise that we all need to insist on a hard headed respect for science of the highest quality, combined with a soft-hearted concern for other human beings, animals and the world around us. Then, if we could agree on ways of avoiding the dangers and limitations imposed by the Three "I"s, we could combine the best of idealism and the best of realism and collaborate to accelerate the much-needed reform of medical research and testing by fully achieving the promise of the Three Rs.
At FRAME, we often say that we once operated virtually alone in the middle ground, but that it has now become rather crowded and somewhat confused, and as a result, is not sufficiently effective in the service of purportedly-common goals. As we begin to plan to celebrate FRAME's 40th anniversary, perhaps we should focus on leading a realisticcum-idealistic initiative to promote the Three Rs by confronting the Three "I"s. Meanwhile, the columns of ATLA are available for all those who have something worthwhile to say… 
